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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Objections 

Claim 3 is objected to because of the following informalities: Claim 3 recites the 
limitation "said semi-spherical structure" in line 1. There is insufficient antecedent basis 
for this limitation in the claim. Appropriate correction is required. For examination 
purposes it is interpreted to be "said semi-spherical enclosure". 

Claim 4 is objected to because of the following informalities: Claim 4 recites the 
limitation "said semi-spherical structures" in line 1. There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. Appropriate correction is required. For examination 
purposes it is interpreted to be "said support structures". 

Claim 6 is objected to because of the following informalities: Claim 6 recites the 
limitation "said structure" in line 1. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this 
limitation in the claim. Appropriate correction is required. For examination purposes it 
is interpreted to be "said support structures". 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1. Claims 1-5, 9-1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Boston (6401647) in view of Finsterwalder (4275679). 
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In regards to claim 1: Boston teaches a structure having a deck (12) surmounted 
by a substantially semi- spherical enclosure (13) having at least one access door (34) to 
the interior thereof, but does not teach a plurality of enclosed support structures in 
mutually spaced supporting relation beneath the deck. Finsterwalder teaches a 
structure having a deck (23) surmounted by a structure (CoL 5, lines 29-30), and a 
plurality of enclosed support structures (Fig. 2, element 7) in mutually spaced 
supporting relation beneath the deck. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the floating structure as 
taught by Boston to have the support structure as taught by Strauss because the 
support spheres provide additional stability and resistance to waves and rough water. 

In regards to claim 2: The structure as set forth in Claim 1 , wherein said support 
structures are substantially semi-spherical (Finsterwalder- Figure2, element 7; Col. 5, 
lines23-25). 

In regards to claim 3: The structure as set forth in Claim 1, wherein said semi- 
spherical structure is of monocoque construction. Merriam-Webster Online Dictionary 
defines monocoque as "a type of construction in which the outer skin carries all or a 
major part of the stress". The dome structure (Boston- 1 3) as taught by Boston has no 
internal framework for support therefore is considered to be of monocoque construction. 

In regards to claim 4: The structure as set forth in Claim 2, wherein said semi- 
spherical structures are of monocoque construction. The semi-spherical support 
structures (Finsterwalder- 7) are made of reinforced concrete which is considered to be 
monocoque construction as defined by Merriam-Webster Online Dictionary. 
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In regards to claim 5: The structure as set forth in Claim 1, wherein said deck is 
substantially triangular in plan-form (Finsterwalder- Col. 2, lines 51-52). 

In regards to claim 9: The structure as set forth in Claim 1, wherein said deck 
(Finsterwallder- 23) is a composite structure of channel sections, having an upper and a 
lower sheathing to substantially enclose the deck, as a sealed structure (Finsterwalder- 
Col. 2, lines 29-33). 

In regards to claim 10: The structure as set forth in Claim 1 , being a boat, in 
combination with at least one outboard motor (Finsterwalder- Figures 3-4, element 18; 
Col. 5, lines 30-32). 

In regards to claim 1 1 : The combination as set forth in Claim 9, including access 
steps secured to said deck (Boston- 35). 

2. Claims 6 & 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Boston (6401647) in view of Finsterwalder (4275679) as applied to claims 1 and 3 
above, and further in view of Holler (6134849). 

In regards to claim 6: Boston in view of Finsterwalder te4aches the structure as 
in claim 1 above, but does not teach that the structure has an insulative layer over at 
least a portion of the interior of the structure. Holler teaches insulation with the panels 
(Col. 1, lines 55-56). It would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to 
modify the structure as taught in claim 1 to have insulation as taught by Holler because 
it known to insulate rooms used for living such as kitchen, living, bed rooms. 

In regards to claim 7: Boston in view of Finsterwalder teaches the structure as in 
claim 3 above, but does not teach that the monocoque construction consists of a 
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plurality of ribbed panels in mutually abutting secured relation with one rib extending 
inwardly. Holler teaches a dome structure of monocoque construction (Holler- Col. 1 , 
lines 8-9) which consists of a plurality of ribbed panels in mutually abutting, secured 
relation (Holler- Col. 1, lines 27-31), said enclosure having at least one rib extending 
inwardly from said panels, within said enclosure (Holler- Figure 4). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
the dome structure as taught by Boston to be made of ribbed panels as taught by Holler 
because the panels provide for easier and faster installation and are lightweight yet 
strong. 

3. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Boston 
(6401647) in view of Finsterwalder (4275679) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in 
view of Clasky et al. (4565149). 

In regards to claim 8: Boston in view of Finsterwalder teaches the structure of 
claim 1 above and further having a plurality of access doors, but does not teach the 
dome structure to have windows. Clasky et al. teaches a floating dome enclosure 
including at least one window (Clasky et al.- Col. 4, line 1 ; elements 92 & 94). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to modify the dome structure as taught by Boston to have windows as taught by Clasky 
et al. because the structure as taught by Boston has a plurality of cabin-like units along 
the perimeter and it is obvious and well-known for cabins with living and bed rooms to 
have windows for viewing the outside. 
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4. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Boston 
(6401647) in view of Holler (6134849). 

In regards to claim 12: Boston teaches a structure consisting of a deck (Boston- 
12) surmounted by a substantially monocoque paneled enclosure having at least one 
access door to the interior thereof (Boston- 13), but does not teach the structure to 
consist of a plurality of panels. Holler teaches a structure of monocoque construction 
wherein said enclosure has a wall consisting of a plurality of panels in mutually abutting 
relation (Holler- Figure 4). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to modify the structure as taught by Boston to be 
made of panels as taught by Holler because the panels are easy to assemble. 

In regards to claim 14: The structure as set forth in Claim 12, wherein said 
enclosure (Boston- 13) is attached in substantially sealed relation to said deck (Boston- 
12). 

5. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Boston 
(6401647) in view of Holler (6134849) as applied to claim 12 above, and further in view 
of Clasky etal. (4565149). 

In regards to claim 13: Boston in view of Holler teaches the structure of claim 12 
above, but does not disclose the panels as having windows. Clasky et al. teaches a 
structure wherein a plurality of said panels are windows (Clasky et al. - elements 92 & 
94). 

6. Claims 15 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Boston (6401647) in view of Holler (6134849) as applied to claim 14 above, and 
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further in view of Finsterwalder (4275679). Boston in view of Holler teaches a structure 
as in claim 14 above but does not teach the structure to have support structures 
beneath the deck. 

In regards to claim 15: The structure as set forth in Claim 14, including a plurality 
of enclosed support structures (Finsterwalder- 7) in mutually spaced supporting relation 
beneath the deck (Finsterwalder- Figure 1). 

In regards to claim 16: The structure as set forth in Claim 15, wherein said 
plurality of enclosed support structures are substantially identical; being arranged in 
mutually spaced relation beneath said deck (Finsterwalder- Figures 1 &2). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jessica Laux whose telephone number is 571-272- 
8228. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday thru Friday, 8:30am to 
4:00pm (est). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Carl Friedman can be reached on 571-272-6842. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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